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ABSTRACT

Outcomes of, a national survey on computer applications
in school psychology are reported. Results discussed
include: (1) attitudes towards computers, (2) levels of
expertise in computer use, (3) access to and usage of
computers, (4)instructional needs and availability, (5)
interest in computer skill development, and (6) hardware and
so-Ftware availability, ranking of usefulness and acceptance.
Future needs and trends are identified. Appendices include
listinds of (1) computer user groups, (2) training programs
offering instruction in computers, (3) available software
and hardware, and (4) a directory of school psychologists
interested in computer applications.

Descriptors: computers, school psychology, computer
applications, school psychology software.
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INTRODUCTION

School psychologists work with large numbers of
students/ teachers and parents each year: giving, scoring
and interpreting assessment procedures; developing,
implementing and monitoring intervention plans; consulting
and doing inservice of teachers and parents; and maintaining
records including intervention effectiveness data, report
writing/ charting behavioral observation data, development
of local normi, and field-based research. Computer
technology is available to assist the school psychologist
with each of these tasks, and more.

The purpose of the present study was to ascertain the
"State of the Art" in computer applications in the school
psychology profession. Three goals were established:
(1) to determine the current extent and nature of use of
computer technology in the field and in university training
programs;
(2) to establish future_needs and trends in the application
of computer technology;
(3) to establish a linkage and an opportunity to share
information among those school psychologists and trainers
interested in the application of computer technology in the
school psychology profession.

While computer technology exiSts which would aid in
increasing effectiveness and efficiency in assessment, data
management and consultation, several problems were apparent
prior to the study. There was no centralized information on
(a) applicable and available software, (b)school
psychologist computer users or programmers, or (c) available
training in university or other settings. Further, there
was debate about the interest of school psychologists in
acquiring information and skills in computer technology
(Research notes, McCullough, 1981).

Thus, this paper presents the outcome of a nationwide
survey of school psychologist practitioners and trainers/
conducted during January, 1982, with the support of the
Assistance to the States Committee o4 the National
Association of School Psychologists. This study sought to
gather information from practitioners and trainers including
those experienced and inexperienced in computer applications
in school psychology. An attempt was made to contact those
persons especially knowledgable about computer applications
in school psychology through recommendations of the NASP
State Presidents. Further, through random sampling
procedures, an attempt was made to contact a national sample
of field practitioners (NASP members). All school
psychology training institutions received questionnaires
also. The information contained in this report should not
be considered exhaustive or complete but rather a start in
establishing an information base about computer applications
in school psychology.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

Threw separate groups of school psychologists received
questionnaires:
Group I, Trainers, consisted of university personnel

involved in training graduate student school psychologists.
Two questionnaires were mailed to each of the 202 training
programs listed in the NASP publication "Directory of School
Psychology Training Programs in the United States .and
Canada" (Brown and Lindstrom, 1977). (N 202)

Group II, Practitioners, consisted of randomly selected
school psychologists listed in the NASP Membership Book
(1981), with at least one school psychologist per state
selected (N = 300). This group also included school
psychology adMinistrators.

Group III, Selected State Representatives (Coordinators),
consisted of school psychologists appointed by NASP State
Presidents because of their expressed interest or expertise
in computer applications in school psychology.
Practitioners, trainers and administrators comprised this
group (N = 58). Some states named more than one
representative.

State Presidents were first contacted and asked to name
their state representative. A description of the proposed
study accompanied the request. Questionnaires were prepared
(see Appendix E) and mailed in early January, 1982, after
being field tested in November. Completed questionnaires
were accepted until February 19, 1982. Retern rates varied
across groups. Group I returned 100 questionnaires for a
30% rate of return. Group II returned 66 questionnaires.for
a 327. return rate. These returns represented 57 of the 202
training programs (287.).Group III had a 937. return rate from
a total of 58 questionnaires. Group III was expected to have
a high return rate since these individuals volunteered to
participate in the study. Data was analyA:ed along several
dimensions: experienced vs inexperienced computer users;
field practitioners vs trainers; Groups II and XII vs Group
I; those with access to computers vs those without access;
those who rated themselves novices vs those with higher
rankings; and those from larger service distracts (above the
median) vs those from smaller districts (below the median).

Questions included on the questionnaire were designed
to sample (1) attitudes towards computers; (2) access to and
usage of computers; (3) training in computer usage; (4)
type and models employed (5) software used including
descriptive information, cost, and rating of usefulness (6)
self-rated level of expertise; (7) interest in gaining
computer skills; and (8) computer users groups or software
exchange information.

"1
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RESULTS

INTRODUCTION
Results of the national survey of school psychologists

on computer applications in school psychology will be
discussed first .through comparing the three separate groups
of the study, trainers, practitioners and coordinators.
Statistics will then be combined to provide a picture of how
the subjects as a whole respoinded to the questionnaire.
Final1y, the data will be analyzed to compare other
dimensions of the study, e.g. experienced computer users,
large service districts vs small districts, etc.

This section will include data on (1) characteristics
of the sample; (2) attitudes towards computers; (3) levels
of expertise among respondents; (4) access to and usage of
computers; (5) type and models of computers employed; (6)

type of instruction received in computer technology; (7)

interest in gaining computer skills; and (8) rankings of
applications. Included in the appendices but also discussed
in this section will be (1) software descriptive
information, cost and rating of software usefulness; (2) a
directory of respondents coded by state, level of expertise
and group membership; (3) a listing of computer user
interest groups; and (4) a listing of responding training
institutions with the type of computer training offered in
each.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLES, TABLE 1

GROUP I
Of the 202 training programs, 57 (28%) responded to the

questionnaire. This included 64 individuals within these
programs. The programs were distributed across 29 states
and represented all levels of graduate training from Masters
through Doctorate.

GROUPS II AND III

Practitioners and coordinators were closely related
, along most demographic variables. A majority held Master's

degrees :687 vs 64% respectively), were employed by public
school systems (837. vs 80%) and held the title of "school
psychologist" (707. vs 62%). Differences were noted in the
number employed by a college/university (47. vs 12%), and in
the mean number of students in the service areas (12,300 vs
17,000). Coordinators tended to work in larger districts
than those in the practitioner group (median for
coordinators was 8000, for field practioners 3500).
Practitioners were distributed across 32 states while
coordinators represented 26 states. All three groups were
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distributed across a total of 42 states,8uam and Canada.

ATTITUDES TOWARDS COMPUTERS, TABLE 2

Significant majorities in each group of respondents
expressed favorable opinions towards computers as a means to
enhance efficiency and effectiveness in the school
psychology profession. Coordinators and trainers were
slightly more positive than practitioners (987. and 957. vs
87%). Practitioners viewed computers as somewhat more of a
threat to the profession (2% and 57. vs 13%). The majority
of those respondents across groups who indicated negative
attitudes towards computers did not have access to or use
computers (677.), worked in smaller districts (75%) and rated
themselves as novices (737.).

LEVELS OF EXPERTISE, TABLE 3

Self-rankings of level of expertise in computer
consumer and programmer skills revealed 36% of all
respondents ranked themselves as novices (no experience with
computer technology). However, there were significant
differences between the groups. The majority of
practitioner respondents were in the novice category (52%)
while 277. for the trainers and 17% of the coordinators
ranked themselves as novices.

Some level of consumer experience was noted by 657. of
the trainers and 387. of the trainers possessed programming
skills. Thirteen percent of both the trainers and
coordinators ranked themselves as advanced programmers and
advanced consumers, the highest ranking and one requiring
sophisticated skills. In contrast, no practitioner was
ranked into this most advanced category. A difference was
noted between trainers and coordinators in advanced
programming skills with 27. of the trainers and 13% of the
coordinators rating themselves into this category.
Comparing coordinator and practitioner groups, 667. of the
practitioners ranked themselves as novice or beginning
consumers, while 307. of the coordinators fell into these
categories. In the advanced levels of consumer and/or
programmer, 42% of the coordinators ranked their skills as
advanced as compared to 187. of the practitioners.
Coordinators appeared to be the most experienced, followed
by the trainers and finally the practitioners.
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ACCESS TO AND USAGE OF COMPUTERS, TABLE 4

A significantly larger proportio:: of coordinators
reported having access to -computer systems than Impled
practitioners (757. vs 31%). Further, 937. of the reseJnding
school psychology programs reported having access to
computers. Groups also varied in the length of time
computers had been used with 53% of the practitioners
repOrting usage for one month to one year, 467. of the
coordinators reporting usage for more than one year (mean of
6 years) and 517. Of the training programs reporting usage
for more than one year (mean of 5.8 years).

For those individuals with access to computers use of
the system was required for 107. of the practitioners and 157.
of the coordinators while usage was encouraged for 227. of
the practitioners and 367. of the coordinators. Computer use
for daily activities was optional for 667. of the
practitio6ers and 447. of the coordinators while 27. or the

I

practitioners and 57. of the coordinators reported being
discoura0d from using the system.

Ten , training programs (197.) that have access to
computers require students to gain competencies in computer
usage predominantly in statistics and research courses.
Only one program required students to gain skills in
practical applied computer usage, such as test scoring.
In 5 programs (97.) gaining computer skills is recommehded
and in 7 programs (137.) computer skill development was
optional. Computer literacy courses were offered by 227. of
the responding programs.

TYPE AND MODELS OF COMPUTERS IN USE ,TABLE 5

Apple computers were the most popular choice of school
psychologists with 46 systems (327. of the total) reported in
use. Maxi and mini IBM models were the second most reported
hardware -followed by the TRS-80 and the maxi PDP-DEC 10.
Numerous other computers were reported by each group. More
coordinators and trainers reported having hardware available
than practitioners (58 and 53 vs 35 respectively).

COMPUTER INSTRUCTION, TABLE 6

More coordinators than practitioners reported having
received instruction in computer skills (487. vs 387.). The
majority of all respondents received computer instruction
during graduate training (predominantly in statistics and
research courses, see Table 4). Graduate training taught
computer skills to 74% of the trainers, 407. of the
coordinators and 567. of the practitioners. Workshops and

It)
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courses outside of graduate training were reported as the
second most popular method of acquiring computer skills.
Workshops were used by 35% of the coordinators, 207. of the
trainers and 187. of the practitioners to gain computer
skills. On the job training and selfinstruction were also
methods chosen by some respondents to gain computer skills.

INTEREST IN OBTAINING COMPUTER SKILLS, TABLE 7

Interest in obtaining future training and/or
information in computer skills was expressed by a majority
of those in each group who rated themselves as novices,
including 747. of the trainers, and 777. of the field
practitioners. Few coordinators ranked themselves as novices
(N = 6) but 457. of them desired computer literacy skills and
557. desired programming skills. Many novice practitioners
also desired programming skills (83%).

The most desirable location for obtaining computer
skills for all respondents was in local or regional
workshops as expressed by 887. of the practitioners, 857. of
the coordinators, and 807. of the trainers. Workshops at the
NASP convention were a second choice of 587. of the
coordinators and 44% of the practitioners.

Interest in participating in a software exchange program
was high across groups with affirmative answers given by 867.
of the trainers, 877. of the coordinators and 747. cif the
practitioners.

RANKING OF COMPUTER APPLICATIONS, TABLE 8

Among trainers, Research was consistently ranked most
useful. Data. Management:Interventions and Inventory, Word
Processing and Test Scoring comprised the remainder of the
top five rankings. There was a wide range of opinion
concerning usefulness of computer development in Test
Administration and Report Writing as both received very high
and very low rankings.

A compaeison of the rankings between trainers with and
without computer technology skills indicated both groups
rated Research as the most useful computer application.
Differences were found 'between the two group's rankings of
Word Processing. The experienced trainers ranked Word
Processing high and the nonexperienced trainers ranked it
lower.

Coordinator and practitioner rankings of the top five
applications of computer technology in sehool psychology
varied widely between the two groups. Coordinators
consistently ranked Test Analysis as the area most useful to
school psychological practice with 63% ranking it number one
or two. More practitioners ranked Research (statistical

1,
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programs) as the most useful with 517. ranking it as number
one or two. However,, overall rankings placed Behavioral
Intorventiol as the highest rated application. The three
priority areas ranked high by coordinators were ranked low
by practitioners. These applications were Test Analysis,
Test Scoring and Report Writing. Instructional Interventions
and Research, the -emaining applications in the
coordinator's top five rankings, were also ranked high by
practitioners. Behavioral Interventions, Data
Management:Inventory and Data Management:Interventions were
applications ranked high by practitioners but ranked lower
by coordinators.

Test Administration and Time Management were ranked
consistently low by both groups.
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DISCUSSION

Discussion qf the results of this surNiey will be
integrated to provide an overview of the current extent and
hature of use of computer technology in the daily applied
practice of school psychologists and im university training
programs. Hypotheses about factors appearing to affect the
results will be offered' with reference to relevant
literature and to the statistics provided by this study.
Finally, projections of future needs and trends will be
offered based on the data collected.

CHARACTERISTICS AND ATTITUDES OF RESPONDENTS

Coordinators and practitioners were ranked similarly on
some demograPhic variables. The majority of each group held
Masters degrees, were employed by public school systems and
held the title Of "school psychologist". This indicated
general similarity in training, background and current
position. A slightly larger percentage of coordinators
reported higher levels of training and position, and larger
service areas. Although only 287. of the total number of
training programs were represented in the sample, they
appeared representative of the field and were distributed
across -29 states. A total of 42 states, Guam, and Canada
were represented in the total sample.

Predominantly positive attitudes (927. of the total
sample) 'were, expressed, toward the application of computer
technology in the school psychology profession. Of the 87.
of the total dlo expressed negative attitudes it was noted
that 677. did not have access to or use computers,75% worked
in smalle'r ditricts (below the median) and 737. rated
themselves as Novices. This is considered a significant
finding. In a study by Kusnir (1768) it was reported that
those people who examined and experienced computer
technology in school district service delivery became
committed 'to it. Super (1963) also found unfamiliarity with
computers to 'present a realistic barrier to the acceptance
of computers. It should be noted that sampling bias could be
present in these data since those individuals who are not
interested 'in computers br 'who have negative attitudes
toward computers might not have responded to the survey.

EXPERTISE, ACCESS, AND USAGE
Coordinators emerged as the most experienced group in

programming 'skills with 367. ranking themselves as
Intermediate or Advanced programmsers, rankings which require
sophisticated knowledge of computers. Fewer trainers ranked
themselves as Intermediate or Advanced programmers (187.).
None of the Praetitioners ranked themselves as Advanced
programmers and 47. ranked themselves as Intermediate
Programmers. Forty percent of the trainers ranked themselves
as Novices or Beginning Consumers as compared to 667. of the
practitioners and 307.. of the coordinators.

13
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Expertise in computer technology appeared to be related
to decess and use of computers. A significantly larger
proportion of coordinators reported having access to
computer\ systems than practitioners (757.'vs 31%). OIrther,
937. of the responding training programs reported having
oaccess to compbters. Practitiohers.also had significantly
less experience with computers with 537. reporting less than
one- yedr of experience. In contrast, 467. of the
coordinators reported using computers for more than one year
(Mean = 6 years) and 517. of-the training programs reported
comOuter usage for more than one year (Mean = 11.8 years).

It is interesting, to consider whether coordinators are
interested in computers because they have access to hardware
or whether they have access because they are interested. It
should be noted that Hemphill (1968) found that computer
access was most closely related to service area size.
Coordinators in this survey did represent slightly larger
service areas thus computer access may have been more
likely. Sampling procedures for the coordinators sought out
school psychologists who had expressed interest- in or*

experience with computers thus sampling bias s evident in
the data as well.

Assessing the stress placed on using computers in daily
practice* over half the coordinat'ors (517.) reported computer
use was required or encouraged as compared to one-third
(32%) of the practitioners. One conclusion seems evident:
at present computer access is more limited for the
practitioner sample. Of those practitioners with access to
computers, computer usage, is relatively new and thus, not
yet stressed in practice. Among coordinators and trainers,
and those practitioners with greater access and more
long-term experience, computer use may have become a
priority with themselveg and/or their employers.

INSTRUCTION IN COMPUTER SKILLS
CA

Computer literacy courses were offered by 227. of the
responding training programs. In 287. of the programs these
courses were required or recommended while 13% listed these
courses as optional. Statistics and research courses
appeared to be the primary means 'of gaining computer
experience in .schothl, psychology programs. Two, programs
included applied daily practice software in their trai'ning
sequence of courses, such as test scoeing or test analysis.
Although 937. of the programs have access tp computers 347.
reported that they have not yet used the computer as part of
course requirements. It appears that instruction in
computer appkications could be introduced without the cost
of purchasing hardware\ in many programs.

The majdrity of all, respon ents reported receiving
computer instruction during gradua e training, predominantly
in statistics or research courses. A recent survey

1



Page 10

(Pfei4fer, 1981) on graduate training in school psychology
revealed that courses in research and program evaluation
were gaining in training emphasis. This finding would
suggest that computer training might be integrated and
faalitated through these courses. The data in this survey
indicated that the majority of responding trainers do have
some degree of computer skills. Hynd, Quackenbush and
Obrzut (1980) found that the future possibility of a course
being taught in a training program was largely dependent
upon staff who were qualified to teach in the specific area
desired. With 747. of the trainers reporting receiving

-.graduate level instruction in computer skills and another
207. reporting acquiring skills through work-shops or other
courses, it appeared many trainers would have the skills to
develop computer components in courses required +or school
psychologists.

Interest in obtaining future training and/or information
in computer literacy skills was expressed by a majority of
those in each group who rated themselves as Novices,
including 74% of the trainers and 777. of the practitioners.
In addition 837. of the Novice practitioners desired
programming skills. A significant majority ^of each group
(80+7.) expressed interest in attending computer workshops in
local or regional locations. Workshops at the NASP Annual
Convention were also a choice of more than half the
respondents.

Interest in Participating in a software exchange or
information program was overwhelmingly expressed by
respondents from all three groups (80+%). Comments elicited
on the questionnaire indicated much interest in increasing
communication among practicing school psychologists in the
utilization of computer technology in school psychology
practice.

APPLICATIONS: HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE

Apple micro-computers were the most popular choice of
school psychologists with 327. of those individuals with
access naming Apple. Associated Apple software was also
named frequently, both commercially available and
self-developed by school psychologist computer programmers.
Large school systems and universities tended to have access
to maxi and mini IBM hardware tihich was the second most
reported computer in use (16%). TRS-80 was the second most
popular micro-computer in use (12%) among school
psychologists with access to computers.

Rankings of computer applications revealed Research
software was ranked most useful by trainers. Very closely
rated within the top five choices of this group were Data
Management: Interventions, Data Management: inventory, Word
Processing, and Test Scoring. The biasing factor of
familiarity shou/d be noted. According the data in this
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study, the majority of the respondents' experiences with
computers has been restricted to mainly statistical
applications. Thus, rankings might be influenced by this
factor. Also, it should be noted that research is the one
area found to be least utilized by the practicing school
psychologist as surveyed by Lacayo, Sherwood and Morris
(1981). Thus, practitioners or trainers who have been
trained on computers as a research/statistics tool, may not
have the opportunity to employ that training and may not be
aware of more practical everyday application possibilities.

Wide variation existed in rankings by trainers of Test
Administration and Report Writinig applications. These two
areas also elicited the most spontaneous comments on
returned questionnaires. Three interpretations of this
outcome appear plausible.
(1) Both Test Administration and Report Writing entail
utilizing important knowledge gained through personal
contact and interactions with the child. This might
represent an area in which the computer may not adequately
be substituted, thus leading to lower rankings.
(2) Test Administration and Report Writing represent areas
in which school psychologists have been specifically trained
and through, which expertise can be expressed. Thus, low
rankings might sugoest feelings of job security being
threatened by computer applications.
(3) Lack of knowledge of the capabilities and limitations
of the computer may have led to low rankings also. Few of
the tests which are commonly used by the school psychologist
have been programmed for computer administration. The
majority of standardized tests available to be administered
by a computer are personality or vocational tests. These
procedures are most likely to be used with adults in
clinical, vocational or rehabilitation centers. Report
Writing capabilities of the computer may also be
misunderstood with a low ranking in this area. Report
writing may be viewed as a creative task, not to be
relegated to a fill-in-the-blanks format. The time-saving
text editing functions of computer word-processing which
facilitates creative and very personal reports with much
greater efficiency than hand-writing, dictating or typing
rough drafts may not be understood on even known.

One conclusion seems appa!Lent: knowledge of the
capabilties and limitations of the computer in a particular
school psychology application appiears to play an important
role in one's rankings. For instance, experienced trainers
ranked Report Writing: Word Processing much higher than
trainers without experience with computers.

Coordinator and practitioner rankings of the top five
applications of computer technology in school psychology
varied widely between the two groups. Coordinators
consistently ranked Test Analysis as the area most useful to
school psychological practice with 657. ranking it number one
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or two. This finding appears to be related to the amount of
experience found within the coordinator group as a whole.
Many of the coordinators listed Test Analysis software they
are using in their daily practice.

OvT-ell rankings by practitioners of their top five
choiceS ranked Behavior Interventions as the highest rated
application. However, Research applications (statistical
programs) were rated either number one or two by more than
half the responding practitioners (51%). The three priority
areas ranked high by coordinators were ranked low by
practitioners. These applications were Test Analysis, Test
Scoring and Report Writing. Again, there appeared to be a
relationship between the amount of knowledge and experience
with computers and the acceptance and utilization of the
technology. . Practitioners with little experience may have
difficulty accepting a technology perceived to depersonalize
and mechanize their roles. This hypothesis is supported in
a study by Colburn (1980) in which lack of familiarity with
computers and their perceived dehumanizing nature were major
obstacles to acceptance.

Instructional Interventions and Research were ranked
within the top five applications by both practitioners and
coordinators. Behavioral Interventions, Data Management:
Inventory and Data Management:Interventions were
applications ranked high by practitioners but ranked lower
by coordinators. Comparing these rankings with those of the
trainers group it appears that not only are rankings
dependent on training and experience but professional role
and task demands determine perceptions of feasibility and
usefulness to the individual. Practitioners predominantly
have received computer training only as related to
statistics' and research. Trainers also were more likely to
be involved in statistical or research applications. In

contrast, coordinators (who included practitioners with
expanded experience with computers) appeared to be more
involved with daily processing of referrals and the
incorporation of computer technology into their daily
practice. This +actor is reflected in their high rankings
of Test Analysis, Test Scoring and Report Writing.
Apparently coordinators have found software in these
categories to increase their job effectiveness and/or
efficiency, and perhaps their job satisfaction.

Test Administration and Time Management were ranked
consistently low by all groups. Test Administration also
received the most spontaneous comments as noted previously.
Test Administration appeared to be an area in which software
development will need to focus particularly on user
friendliness and acceptability to practicing school
psychologists. Time Management might appeal more to school
psychology administrators than to practitioners. Software
was identified,in this area by some respondents.

The wide variation in how the school psychologist



Page 13

respondent to this study perceived computer applications as
influencing and/or aiding their practices was of interest.
A number of school psychologists have developed software to
meet specific needs encountered in their daily practice. As
more practitioners and trainers become familiar with
computer applications a wider variation of applications may
be developed. The need to share these developments was
strongly expressed by respondents. A concern expressed by
some respondents was the +ear that services would become
mechanical and in effect unethical. This fear appeared to
have disipated in groups with more nands-un experience.
These more experienced practitioners were more likely to see
specific applications as tools, freeing time and energies,
and allowing ultimately, more effective and efficient
service delivery.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

One purpose of this study was to project future trends
and needs in computer applications in school psychology.
The[ following recommendations are offered based on the
assumption that computer technology can and does enhance
professional effectiveness and efficiency.

1. Computer literacy skills must be taught to school
psychology graduate students, practitioners, trainers and
administrators. Knowledge of the capabilities and
limitations of computers is essential to erase realistic
barriers to implementation of professional applications.
Instructional techniques should include hands-on practice
time with a variety of applications including educational
softwar04 games, data management, test scoring and analysis,
word processing and statistical packages. One goal of the
instruction must be to produce knOtaledgeable computer
consumers who can use available software in their daily
practice. Based on the results of this urvey, interest in
obtaining computer literacy skills is high among
practitioners and trainers. The vast majority of
respondents indicated they would attend local, regional
and/or NASP convention workshops to obtain these skills.

2. Access to computers must be increased. Most
training programs appeared to have computers available at
least on a time-shared basis. As the number of school
systems with computers increases, school psychologists need
to be aware of the possibilities of modem interfaces
(telephone connections), time-share capabilities of state,
regional or local systems or the advantages of
micro-computers. The Apple microcomputer was the first
choice of school psychologists in this study. A wide
variety of software exists now and is being developed +or
this and other microcomputer systems. Computers would pay
for themselves quickly with the increased efficiency and
accuracy in test scoring, report writing and data management
functions. Those school psychologists who had the most
experience with usig computers in daily practice reported a
variety of applica ions, but especially rated the above
named applications m st highly.

3. Communicatin among and between interested school
psychology computer users and potential users must be
facilitated. The software listings accompanying this report
are only a start on collecting and disseminating information
about available software and hardware. There is a need for
a centralized data collection and dissemination service.
Such a service could, recei\ve reports on development of
software, organize and store-the information for retrieval
by school psychologists as needed. This service would
merely sei-ve as a central agency for in+ormation about
applied school psychology software without any control as to
quality or usefulness of the informatdi.or.

1.3
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4. Some means for evaluating software developed for
school psychologists 'is also needed. For example, several
programs now exist to score and analyze the WoodcbckJohnson
Psychoeducational Battery. These programs vary widely in
the quality and organization of information provided to the
user. Software is expensive. Some means of ascertaining
quality before purchasing it is needed.

5. A concommitant need would be for a newsletter or
regular information exchange to inform school psycholgists
in general about software or hardware developments of
relevance to the profession. This might become a regular
feature of the COMMUNIQUE or the SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY REVIEW.
The TSP TRAINERS NEWSLETTER might be another forum for

1

providing information on recent developments in training
software.

6. Computer user groups now exist within the school
psychology profession. Many of them are listed in the
appendices of this report. These groups provide information
on local resources, often exchange programs among
themselves, and provide support and sharing of programming
innovations. These groups are often informal socially
oriented groups who welcome any other "computer nuts" to
join them. They are an invaluable resource of information
and enthusiasm about computer applications in school
psychology. The advanced level of knowledge about computer
applications represented by these groups is an untapped
resource for NASP. Some official representation of this
epecial interest group is needed within the formal structure
of NASP to help establish a national network of school
psychology computer users.

7. An official committee within NASPon computer
applications in school psychology could be charged with the
responsibility of implementing some of the recommendations
of this report. Continuing Professional Development is a
priority of NASP. It was apparent from the results of this
survey that one crucial area of inservice training that is
needed and desired by NASP members is in computer
applications. Other responsibilties would include
implementing and maintaining a software information center,
a software exchange, and an informational network of
articles or people.

S. Program development is needed to meet the special
needs of school psychologists especially in the areas of
test scoring, and test analysis. Commercially available
software has been adapted to school psychologists needs in
word processing, and data management areas but reseai-ch is
needed into all application areas to ascertain quality, user
friendliness and usefulness of the software. Software
development is also especially needed in training
applications. Computer simulations of typical responses to
test items, for instance, could provide valuable repeated

2t)
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practice in test scoring to reach competency levels before
administering tests to "real" subjects. Such training
software could also be used to update or evaluate practical
skills of practitioners through continuing professional
devlopment workshops.

9. Test administration applications created the most
concern and debate among respondents in this survey.
Research is needed to identify differencss between computer
administered tests and practitoner administered tests. The
research should focus not only on response differences, but
also on qualitative differences in the amount and kind of
information achieved under each condition. Some respondents
viewed this application as a threat to job security rather
than as an opportunity to enlarge the possibilities for
service delivery. Research into this problem area is also
needed.

10. Training programs must provide practice and
instructian in computer applications in school psychology.
Without adequate training in applied uses, there is a
possibility that school psychologists will view the computer
as impersonal and dehumanizing. The data in this study and
in others has shown that unfamiliarity presents a realistic
barrier to the acceptance of computers in daily practice.
Data available in this study on trainers' qualifications and
interest in computer applications suggest that
implementation of computer components into school psychology
courses would be possible. Some updating of skills might be
necessary to gain information of current applications but
the majority of trainers surveyed had at least some basic
knowledge of computers.

SUMMARY

In
to infl
states

Grime's (1981) review Of the major variables likely
uence psychological services in the schools, he

"The future of psychological services in the
schools will be shaped by the control exercised by
psychologists over the variables in their
environment that impact upon the services they
provide." (p.207)

One important variable would appear to be the computer.
Traditional service models of psychometric evaluation or
more comprehensive consultant models both have been
influenced by computer technology. Adequate instruction and
knowledge of computer applications in school psychology will
allow school psychologist to realize the benefits of
computer technology. Time spent in tedious time-consuming
duties such as test scoring or report writing could be
reduced, allowing the practitioner to concentrate on
personal consultation, a role which most prefer (Cook and

2 J..
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Patterson, 1977; Meacham and Peckham, 1978).

As the national leader and representative of thousands
of school psychologists NASP needs to provide means for
school psychologists to benefit from applied computer
technology. The following needs have been identified: (1)

establish a centralized storage house of information,
(2)establish a network of interested computer enthusiafts,
(3) desiminate information, (4) establish a software
exchange, and (5) plan and support local, regional and
national workshops to train school psychologists.

Training institutions need to take the lead as well in
providing computer training for school psychology students
and practitioners. Training should include applied daily
practice software as well as the traditional statistics and
research applications. Further, development of software to
be used as instructional aids would provide another means to
familiarize students with computer capabilities. Research
is needed into many areas of computer applications including
software development, quality of available programs, impact
on professionals and on the profession, impact on efficiency
and accuracy, and impact on the children served.

To paraphrase jeff Grimes: The control exercised by
school psychologists over the computers in their environment
will impact upon their services.



Page 18

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Colborn, K. A Review of Issues in Computer-assisted
Counseling and a New Approach to its Applications in College
Selection. Master's Thesis, University of New Hampshire,
December, 1980.

Cook, V.J. & Patterson/ J.G. Psychologists in the
Schools of Nebraska: Professional Functions. PSYCHOLOGY IN
THE SCHOOLS, 1977, 14,371-376.

Grimes, J. Shaping the Future of School Psychology.
SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY REVIEW,10, 1981, 206-231.

Hemphill, D. Data Processing in Canadian School
Districts -Report of a Survey;; In Bumbarger, C.S. and
Friesen, D. (Eds.), FOCUS ON DATA PROCESSING, Arranged by
The Dept. of Ed. Admin., Faculty of Ed., University of
Alberta, Edmonton, 1968, 34-44.

Hynd, B.W., Quackenbush, R., Obrzut, J.E. Training
School Psychologists in Neuropsychological Assessment:
Current Practices and Trends. JOURNAL OF SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY,
1980, 18, 148-152.

Kusnir, J. Developing Data Processing in a School
District. in Bumbarger, C.S. & Friesen D. (Eds.), FOCUS ON
DATA PROCESSING. Arranged by the Dept. of Ed. Admin.,
FAculty of Ed.; University of Alberta/ Edmonton, 1968,
49-59.

Lacayo, N., Sherwood, G. & Morris, J. Daily Activities
of School Psyct.ologists: A National Survey. PSYCHOLOGY IN
THE SCHOOLS, 1981, 18, 184-190.

Meacham, M.L., & Peckham, P.D. School Psychologists at
rhree Quarters Century: Congruence between Training,
Practice, Preferred Role and Competence. JOURNAL OF SCHOOL
PSYCHOLOGY, 1978, 16, 195-206.

Pfeiffer, S.I. The Status of Training in School
Psychology and Trends Towards the Future. JOURNAL OF SCHOOL
PSYCHOLOGY, 1981, 19, 211-216.

Super, D.E. Computers in Support of Vocational
Development and Counseling. In H. Borow (Ed.), CAREER
GUIDANCE FOR A NEW AGE, Boston, MA. Houghton, Mifflin, 1973.



.

1*

APPENDICES

2 'I



APPENDIX A

TABLES



Pale 21

TABLE 1

CRARACTERISTICS OF SA1VLE3

GROUP I - TRAINERS (N=64)

N %

Institutione Represented 57 . 28

States Eepresented 29 = 58

Programs Offering: Heaters 23 = 40

Specia2ist 5 .

Doctorate 5 = 9

Cotbination 24 = 42

GROUPS II & II/ - FIELD PRA(.11110NERS (N=98) & COORDINATORS (N=52)

Practitioners Coordinators Total

-
Academic Degree: ?tasters 68 ii; 67

Doctorate 32 36 33

Employer: Public School System 83 80 82

College/University 4 12 it 7

Local Service Center 4 6 5

State Assoc./Instit. 4 2 3

Hisc. (self/itudent) 5 - 3

Position: School Psychologist 70 62 67

Administrator 12 15 13

Psychologist 7 6 7

Professor 4 13 7

Consultant 4 2 3

Hisc. (student/tchr.) 3 2 3

Studente in Service Area:

Range 91-140,000 1000-80,000

Haan 12,300 17,000

Standard Deviation 21,200 23,500

Median 3.500 8,000

26
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TABLE 2

ATTITUDES TOWARDS COMTERS

Trainers Praotitionfers Coordinators Total

-Triwy- (m14)

... . g g fi S

.

Enhances School
4 Psycholorv Professidn 95

r-

87 98 92

Thx4pat to School
Psychology Profession 5 13 2 8

. -

Thome ap_L...miti "Threat"
(Nis13)

16

(Na2)

li

(Nml6)

54

.. .
(RAO)

04-

No Access or Una's, 33 67 o 67

From Small Districts - 79 50 75

Novice (no experishco
with computers)

67 71 100 73
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TABLE 3

WEIS OF E064EMTISE

Skill Level Trainers Practitioners Coordinators Total

114264)
(N=98) ----rgow-- (17Q14)

x % ?s X

Novice 27 52

o Beginning Consumer 13 14

Intermediate Consumer 3 6

Advanced Consumer 19 .6

Beginning Programmer 6

Intermediate Programmer

Advanced Programmer 2

2

Beg.Con. & Beg.Pro. 3 ,

Int.Con. & Beg.Pro. . 2

Int.Con. & Int.Pro. -,./ -

Int.Con. & Adv.Pro. . -

Adv.Con. & Beg.Pro. 11 8

Adv.Con. & Int.Pro. 3 4

Adv.Con. & Adv.Pro. 13 -

No Rating If

17 36

13 13

10 6

8. 10

3

4 1

13, 4

4 3

2 1

6 1

2 1

2 7

If

13

2

If

7

2
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TABLE 4.1

ACCESS TO AND USAGE OF COMPUTERS

TRAINERS

Programs with access to computers (N253) 93

How long has the computer been mad? N

Not yet used 32

One month to one year 7

Over one year 51

Mean 6 yra.

How is its use handled in course work? (N=57)

Required 19

'rRecoirmended 9

Optional 13

Types Of coursee offered: (N=22)

Statiatical 27

' Research 32

Test scoring/interpretation 5

Not named 36

Programs offering computer literacy courses 38

TABLE 4.2

ACCESS'TO AND USAGE OF COMMIS

PRAVEITIONESS & CCORDINATUS

Practitioners Coordinators.

(N=98)

a
(N=52)

Percentage with access to computere 31 75

How long has the computer been used?

Not yet used 23 26

Ons month to one year 53 28

Over one year 23 46

How is its use handled in daily practice?

Required 10 15

Encouraged 22 36

Optional 66 44

Discouraged 2 5

2
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TABLE 5

TYPE AND HODEL. or COMPUTERS IN USE

Ixel...(Model) Trainers Practitioners

--MP=
#

Coordinators Total

(Ns616)

#

(N=52)

#

(1747374)

#

APPLE (II,I1+) 14 12 20 46

IBM (maxi,mini) 14 3 7 24

TRS-80 (x,ri,III) 6 3 8 17

PDP-DEC lo (2060) 7 - ' 4 11

PET (CBM 800) - 2 3 5

BURROMRS 5 - 5

CYEER 4 4

REWL/TT-PACKARD 3 - - 3

SONEYML (DPS440,6000) - 1 3

CPT (Basic Four 510+) - a 1 3

WARS - 2 1 3

MORNS - - 2 2

sTAlp COLLEGE - 2 2

UNIVAC - 1 1 2

NORMSTAR (Horizon II) . 1 1 2

HNC II - 1 1

VAX - 1 1

780 STARTER KIT - 1 - 1

VIC 20 - 1 - 1

MATRKIT (H-8) - 1 - 1

tiCR - 1 1

PRIME 750 - - 1 1

AS/6 - - 1 1

TT 990 - - 1 1

INTEITEC-SUPERBRAIN - - 1 1

OHItt SCIENTIFIC - - 1 1

ATARI - - 1 1

04
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TABIZ 6

=MU INSTRUCTION'

Trainers' Practitioners Coordinators
--WU--

Total

Milo(N=64) (No58)

Hive Received Instruc. 53 38 48 45

Where Received:

Graduate Training 74 56 4o 57

CoureOrorkehop 20 18 35 23

On the Job - 13 8 8

SelMaught 6 13 17 12

3
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TABLE 7

INTEMEST IN OBTAINING COMPUTER SKILLS

Trainers Practitioners

7
Coordinators Total

Trag),(N. 5)

Novices Interested in % 1 % %
Acomi ring Skills:

Computer Literacy 93 77 45 77

Programming 81 83 55 81

(N=64) (N=98) (N=52) (N=214)

Respondents Who Would %
Attend Workshops:

At NASP Convention 82 44 58 59

At Regional Location 82 88 85 85

Those Interested in
Information and
Software Exchange 89 74 87 81



Pa rrie 2 (3

TABLE 8

RAMIRO OF COHPUTOR APPLICATIONS

Aulkatim

Teat:
Adminietration

Trainers
T7171WIT

top 5 #1

.

Practitioners Coordinatore
-71 ranked
top 5 4 1

-

-11 ranked
top 5 # 1

Scoring 874 36% . 976 5'94
Analysie - . - 97% 69%

Report:
Writing . 88% 53g
Word Processing aiis 25% - - - -

Data Management:
Interventions 80% 39% 87% 39% - -
Inventory 84% 39% 84% 39%

Reaearcht
Statiatica - 100% 51% 67% 519 93% 42g

Interventions:
Behavioral 95% 30%
Instructional 89% 24% 97%

Time Management Oa
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EDITOR'S NOTE:

The informatian presented in this listing of existing
software reflects the incomplete information submitted. The
list is not meant to be exhaustive or complete but rather it
is the beginning of a data base of computer applications in
school psychology.

The authors cannot guarantee the accuracy of the
information or the rankings given to the software. The
rankings reflect the opinion of the respondent who submitted
the information.

You are urged to contact the user listed with the software
to obtain more information. A directory is attached with
the addresses of school psychologists interested in computer
applications in school psychology. With luck, the address
of the softwarepuser you are interested in contacting can be
found there.

3 3-
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EXISTING SOFTWARE

TMT ADMINISTRATION

Software Rating Hardware Devel/Diet Contact

Title NA (E) IBM 370 University of S. Ehly IA
Iowa

Title NA (E) Peter Walnut H. Fickens OR
Multnoma Cc. ESD

Title NA (E) PDP 11-70 Dr. David Krees J. Carroll AZ
Arizona State Univ.

PIAT 80

(149.95) (F) TRS 1 & 11 Preciaion People 4.4 Joerg IL
Apple IT 87 Greasy Lake

Archer, FL32618
904-495-9246

Card Reader Apple II John Casper J. Casper WI
Chataworth Data Ccop.

Computerized
wrsc-R Manual

Apple II w/
CPMiand Hodum

Steven Ray S. Ray LA

Caborne 1, Intertec-
Superbrain

Title NA IBM 370, VAX, Apple II Local B. Graves OK
TSR 80

TMT SC0RI13

Software Latiat Hardware Devel/bist Contact

VISICALC (E) TRS 80 Model III Radio Shack R. Wilaon WV

WISC-R Scoring
& Analysis

(E) H-89, H-8, Apple II,
TRS -80

John Bennin
Micro Tech

J. Bennin WI

($3.00/ea)

Title NA (E-G) DEC System 2060 Jay Hansche & J. Hansche LA
Students

Woodcock-Johnson Pet-Commodore Renata Janus R. Janus UT
& WISC-R

VISICALC (0) Apple II John Casper J. Caeper WI
($200)

Achenbach Beh.
Checklist TRS-80 Model II/ Peter Pratt & P. Pratt &

Lutey WISC-R (0) Richard Wright R. Wright HT
Sociogram (0)
Pereonality (0)

Computerized Apple II w/ CPM Steven Ray S. Ray LA
WISC-R Manual & Modum, Osborne 1,

Intertec-Superbrain
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I

TEST SCORING cont.

Software Rating, Hardware Bevel/Dist Contact

Woodcock-Johnson (G-E) Apple II Sysdata Intnl. P. Ruh= &
Test Battery 7671 Old Central Ave. K. McGrew MN
Analysis Minneapolis, MN

($9.50/Otud.)

Title.NA - IBM 370 Univeraity of Iowa S. Ehly IA

WISC-R Factor (S) Apple II Sam Gabby O. Dodaon IA
Analysis, AEA 5

SAc City, IA

Million Multi -Ana (E) -- Interpretive Scoring A. Bricker MI
Clinical Inventory Systems Minnesota

Peraonality Inventory

Title NA (E) -- Peter Walmut M. Pickens OR
Multnoma Co. ESD

Jo-So High (E) Apple II Donald Bowman D. Bowman FA
Parsonality Quest

Title NA (E) Honeywell R. Duncan AZ

TEST ANALYSIS

Software Rating Hardware Devel/Tdat Contact

P\

Title MA (F) Heathkit H-8 Teachsrmade L. Heflebower NE

Titlo NA (E) IE.( 370 Univarsity of Toe. S. Ehly IA

Title NA (E) -- Peter Wa/mut M. Pickens OR
Mulanoma Ge ESD

WISC-R Factor (E) Appla II Sam Gabby O. Dodson IA
Analysis AEA 5

Sac City, IA

Title IA .(E) Honeywell -- R. Duncan AZ

Computer Assiated (E)

Diagnoaia
Apple Marley Watkins M. Watkins AZ

t

ITAN (G) Commodaore Pets Robert Black & R. Black Canada
Multica IBM 370 Dept. of Comp. Serv.

at Univ. of Calgary

Title NA (E-G) DEC System 2060 Jay Hansche & J. Ranache LA
Students

Woodcock-Johnson Pet, Commodore Renata Janus R. Janua UT
WISC-R

Achenbach Beth. (3) ras430 Model III Peter Pratt & P. Pratt &
Checkilat Richard Wright R. Wright HT

Lutey WISC-R (G)

Sociogram (G)

Personality (G)

After the PPVT What: - Apple II w/ CPM & Steven Ray S. Ray LA

Ding. & Remed Modum, Oaborne 1,
Intortec-Superbrain
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TEST ANALUIS cont.

Software atinç Hardware Devel/Dist Contact

Psych Report OM% Apple II Phil Bowser P. Bowater OR

Woodcock-Johnson (G-E) Apple II Sysdata Intern P. Raduna &
Teat Battery 7671 Old Central Ave. K. McGrew MN
Analysis Hinneapolia, MN

($9.50)

WISC-R Scoring &
Analysis .

(E) H-89, H-8,
Apple, Atari,
TRS-80

John Bennin
Micro Tech

J. Bennin WI

VISICALC (E) TRS -80 Model III Radio Shack R. Wilaon
($200)

Title NA (F) IBM Voir Written D. Bortreo IL

WISC-41 Factor (E) Apple II Sam Gabby S. Gabby IA
Analysia 48K 1 disk Box 144
Woodcock-Johnson (E) Sac City, IA 5083
Achievement Teat

MMAC
H Group
Dscrim
Clasif

IBM 4341, Deck 10,
Apple II, TRS-80

McDermott Pay. Corp.
Veldran/U. Texas
Cooley & Lohars

P. McDermott P.

Calculate IQ Ach (E) Apple Sam Gabby, Pay S . Gab by IA
Discrepancy per Box 144
1A Guidelines Sac City, IA 50583

(340)

REPORT WRaTING

Software Ratinc Hardwarec. Devel/Dist Contact

Scripait (E) Apple II Radio Shack W.:Nelson
($199)

Conversational (G) Apple II, Univac R. Townsend MN
Time Share(CTS) 1100

Title NA Xerox 820 wane& B. Hartman NJ

Script 010 IBM W. Black CA

MHAC (E) IBM 4341 Cooley & Lohnra P. McDermott P.

Northstar/Wordstar (E) IBMH380 Wordstar S. Brown CN

Title HA (E) Apple II -- P. Romine TN

UNIX (G) CDC 6400 -- A. Gold CA

tara (E) B7800 Bell Lab J. Sandoval CA

Comaand Line (E) IEM 380 411.1111 R. Johnson SC
Interpretation\

Super Scribe II (G) Apple OW. M. Watkins AZ
($129)

3,3
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REPORT WRITIN3 cont.

Software Rating,

(0)

(0)

(E-G)

(0)

Hardware Nivel/Dist Contact

Magic Window
($125)

Word Fio-Multics
Data Point 1500

OST-DHS

DEC Runoff
DTR & Ripoff

ASC II
4

Honeywell

-- ,

DEC

--

Ohio Scientific
Spec. Ed. State

--

M. Watkins AZ

R. Black Gonad

J. Pee= 7A

J. Hansche LA

Title NA - Pet -- R. Jan= UT

Paych Report (0) TRS-80 Peter Pratt & P. Pratt MT
Richard Wright

Wordstar (E) Osborne -- S. Ray LA

(S399)
Microspell (2)

($25°)

4 FD OD CP2 8000 __ J. Reeves SC

Apple Writer (r) Apple -- E. Meson KY

Nang (E) /RS/Wang -- G. Kemper IN
J

Programming Ed. (a) Apple Software Toolworks J. Bennin WI

(-30)
Text Formation (E) Apple Software Toolworks J. Bennin W/

(00 .

Title NA - IBM -- D. Bortree IL

DATA MANAGEMENT: INT:MENTIONS

Software Ratinsc Hardware Devel/Dist Contact

NI. (F) DEC 2060 Local J. Hensche LA

DEC Edit (0) DEC 2060 Local J. Hanschs LA

(Free)

DB Master

($300)

(G-E) Apple II, III,

TRS I & II

Stonewmre
Microcomp. Prod.

O.R. Dodson IA
D. Hill IA

DEC So. Belvedore B. Jensen IA
San Rafael, CA 94901 W. Joerg IL

CCA Data Men (P-4) Apple II John Casper J. Casper NY

(3150) D. Bayer NY

Title NA (F) H-89, H-8, Apple,

Atari, TRS 80
John Bennin J. Bennin W7

Custom Program - -- -- M: German AZ
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DATA MANAGEKENT: INTERVENTIONS cont.

Software Etttas

(E-0)

(E)

Hardware Contact

OSI-DHS
Spec.Ed.DataMan.

Conversational
Time Share

Ohio Scientil,.
03-B

UNIVAC

Ohio Scientific
Spec. Ed. St.

J. Amkua WA

P. Rice MN

DATA MANAGEMENT: INVENTORY

Software Eallna Hardware Devel/Diat Contact

Title NA Apple II, 64K Richard Aronoff R. Avonoff EL
Hicro Pro
1299 4th Street
San Rafts', CA 94901

Data Storage (E) IBM, HAM Gene Schwarting G. Schftrting

DE Master (G -E) Apple II Stoneware D. Hill IA
mailing,lists. 011orocomp. Prod. B. Jenaen

So.,Belvedore
San Rafael, CA 94901

Student, Staff (3) TRS -8o, Model /// Peter Pratt & P. Pratt MT
Ripcords, Inventory

PFS & Reporter (E) Apple //, Osborne

Richard Wright

Software Pub. Corp.

R. Wright

S. Ray LA
($95) /ntertec-Superbrain 2021 Landings Dr.

Mountain View, CA 94043

Profile (E) Apple // Radio Shack W. Nelaon FL
(S200)

Versatile (F) Applip /I Radio Skack W.'Nelson FL
Admin. Mailing (0) ERM, PRIME, DEC Emanuel Mason E. Matson KY

Apple /1+

Mailing List (0) TRS -80r, Model III Radio Shack R. Wilaon WV
($100)

Record Keeping (3) Hjathkit H-8 alrol L. Reflebower

RESEARCH

Software AlLat Hardware Re-Y.111.-2.21 Contact

SPSS (E) Several SPSS Inc. Several

SAS (E) Several SAS Inc. Several

BIOKED (0)= Several MIMIO Several

Q-Stat
($250)

(0) =11 Hike Biderman
Pay. Dept."UTO

G. Helton 'TN

Chattanooga,TN 37402

.10



Pa Re 35

RESEARCH cont.

Software RatinE Hardware attomI Contact

Statistical (F) Ipple II Radio Shack 1. gelson Fl

Analysis
(14o)

Stat Pak (G) Apple II Kaufmann W. Neleon FL

SPH - Appl. II Medsyatems W. Nelson FL

($75)

CCA MS - Apple II W. Neleon FL
($100)

Milltivariance (F) IBM 370 -- T. Gutkin NE

Titl. NA (E) IBM, Wylbur Univarsity of Iowa S. Ehly IA

Title NA - Heathkit, H-8 L. Heflebower
ME

Research Assiat. (0) Apple II Tom Andre O. Dodson IA

Iowa State Univ.
Ames, IA

Honvitell Stat Pak (a) Honeywell 6000 R. Duncan AZ

Wang -IN

OS/ -DMS (a) -- Spec Ed. J. Pagkus WA

VISICALC (3) Apple II John Casper J. Casper WI

Software Novel. - TRS -8o P. Pratt MT

Stat with Deday (E) WWI& Rainbow Computing S. Ray LA

(875) Business Center Dr.
Northridge, CA 91324

Micro Stater (a) OFNI Lifeboats Software S. Ray LA

($295)

HSP Stata (s) Human System Dynamics S. Ray LA

Anova Regresa
(195)

Stat Pak (s) Lifeboata Software S. Ray LA

($450)

Local (s) IBM, SUS C30 E. Matthews C

($60.30) Model 138

Adv. Stat (c) TRS -8o Radio Shack R. Wilson WV

User Written (F) rsm -- D. Bortree II

Corral. (a) TRS -80 Dick Rankin S. McCullough

Prediction (a) OR
ANOVA (a)

Mul-R (a)

Profile Anal (a)

WISC-R
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INTZRVENTIONS:. BEHAVIORAL

Software Rating Hardware Devel/Dist Contact

Commer. Game (E) Apple Varied M. Watkins AZ
Programs

DB Master (E) Apple II Stoneware D. Hill IA
Microcomp. Prod.
So. Bell/adore

San Rafael, CA 94901
415-454-6500

Card Teader Apple= John Casper J. Casper WI

Chatsworth Data Cor4

Datamyte (P) bEC, PDP 11-70 Electro General Cori C. Kalitta IA
(hardware device to
be interfa,:ed w/
host computer)

(32000)

Apple ri

Varied (G) IRS-80 Nodel III Varied P. Pratt MT

Varied (D.P) Apple, Atari, IRS-80 Varied J. Bennin WI

Research Assiet. (G) Tom Andre O. Dodson
IA State Univ.
Ames, IA

INTERVENTIONS: INSTRUCTIONAL

Software Rating Hardware Devel/bist Contact

MMAC (E) IBM 4341 Cooley & Lohars P. McDermott
PN

Title NA - IBM-360 Scott Brown S. Brown CN

Space Math (E) VIC 20 J. Deumeyer VT

09.00) Commodore

VISICALC (E) TRS-80 Radio Shack R. Wilson WV

Math Mach (E) Apple Southwest Ed. Pay M. Watkine AZ
Spell Mach (E) P.O. Box 1870
Spell Sorcery (E) Phoeniz, AZ 85001
Math Wars (E)

Varioue (E-P) Apple, Atari,
TRS-80

J. Binnen WI

Robot Wars- (E) Apple II J. Casper WI
Muse Logical
Thinking

Games (G) IBM, Primo, DEC,
Apple II

Emanuel Meson E, Mason

Creative Programs -

for Spec. Kids
Apple Phil Boweer P. Bowser OR



TIME MANAGEMENT

Software

Custom Program

SPSS

Title NA

Title NA

Proj. Time Man.
(51oo)

Paoe 37

Ratinc Hardware Devel/biat Contact

- M. German AZ

(0) IBM E. Maret

(E) IBM 370 Local E. Matthews OH
Model 138

(E) Apple I/ Paul Raduna P. Ha:duns MN

Radio Shack W. Nelson FL
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COMPUTER USER GROUPS

IOWA

John Reudzio, AEA 6, Marshaltown0A

Sam Gabby,AEA 5, Sac County Courthouse, Sac County, IA 50583

MICHIGAN

Harold M. Molter, 185 W. Pineview Dr., Saginaw, MI 48603

MONTANA

Richard Wright and Peter Pratt, School Psychology, Lewistown
Public Schools, Lewistown, MT 59457

OREGON

Peter WaliMIt, Multnomah Co. ESD, Portland, OR

Walt Hathaway, Portland Adm. Center, Portland, OR

Phil Bowser, Applied Computer Enterprises and Services, 3357
Onyx Place, Eugene,OR 97405

UTAH

Jane Flygare and Chuck McCusker, Dept. of Ed. Psyc.,
University'of Utah, Salt Lake City, UT 84102

WASHINGTON

Charles.Heath, No. Thurston School District, 6202 Pacific
Ave., Lacey, WA 98503

Joseph Pagkus, Franklin Pierce School District, 1606 7th St
S.E., Puyallup, WA

WISCONSIN

WSPA Wisconsin School Psychology Assoc. reports a vary loose
network of users.

WEST VIRGINIA

Robert Clark, Ph.D., W.V. College of Graduate Studies,
Institute, WV 25112

WYOMING

Dr, Lamar Gordon, State Dept. of Ed., Hathaway Bldg.,
Cheyenne, WY 82001

4
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CANADA

Alberta Assoc. for Advancement of Ed. Data Systems, Alwcrth,
Dept. of Ed. Psyc.,Univeristy of Calgary, Alberta, Canada

PROGRAMS OFFERING COMPUTER INSTRUCTION IN RESEARCH COURSES

University of Pennsylvania
Florida Atlantic University
University of Nebraska
Satan Hall University, N.J.
Tepplassee Tech University
University of California, Berkeley
Duke University, N.C.
Winthrop Colleges S.C.
Ball ttate University, Ind.
Middle Tennessee State University
East Carolina University, N.C.
Memphis State University, Tenn. (stat only)
East Kentucky University
University of California, Davis
Moorhead State University, Mn.
University of Oregon

PROGRAMS USING COMPUTERS AS INSTRUCTIONAL AIDS

University of Oklahoma
University of Oregon

4
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SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGISTS INTERESTED IN COMPUTER APPLICATIONS

The following codes are used to identify respondents:
T = Trainers
P = Practitioners
C = Coordinators
0 = Novice
1 = Experienced (Beg., Int., Adv.)

ARIZONA

Carroll, J.L., Dept. of Ed. Psyc. Arizona State
University, Tempe, AZ 85287 (T1)

Duncan, R., 549 N. Stapley Dr. Mesa AZ 85203 (P1)
Berman, M., 2004 East Spring, Tuscon AZ 85714 (P1)
Hall, J., 7331 N. Oldfather, Tuscan, AZ 85741 (P1)
Sebso, M.W., West Jerome Circle, Mesa AZ 85202 (CO)
Watkins, M., 1313 West Latham, Phoenix, AZ 85007 (C1)

CALIFORNIA

Brock, W., Dept. of Educ. Psyc., University Park, WPH
600, Los Angeles, CA 90007 (T1)

Davis, S., 316 Ontario Dr., Livermore, CA (P1)
Bold, A.P., 424 Central Ave. San Francisco, CA 94117 (T1)
Landrus, W. Chapman College, Orange CA 92666 (T1)
Puetz, D,E., 14025 Leahy Ave., Bellflower, CA 90206 (PO)
Ramage, J., San Diego State Univ., P.O. Box 24008, San

Diego, CA 92124 (TO)
Robinson, C., San Diego State Univ., 5658 Aztec Dr. La

Mesa, CA (T1)
Sandoval, J., Dept. of Educ., U.C. Davis, Davis, CA (T1)
Sparkman, K., 6645 Eden Ave., Winton, CA (P1)
Tracy, N., 5151 Altoone Lane, Irvine CA (PO)

COLORADO

Bolocofsky, D., Dept. o4 Psy., Univ. of Northern
Colorado, Greely, CO 80639 (T1)

Hughes, L., 10003 W. 68 Way, Aruasla, CO 80004 (P1)
Johnson, C., 1390 Kaluia, Boulder, CO 80302 (P1)
McClain, P., 9400 W. 10, Lakewood, CO 80215 (CO)
Stein, R., 12050 E. Utah Pl., Aurora, CO 80012 (PO)

CONNECTICUT

Brown, S., University of Connecticut, Box U-7, Storrs, CT
06268 (T1)

Enteen, A., 48 Cleveland Road, New Haven, CT 06515 (PO)
Hausmann, B. 150 Yantic, Norwich, CT 06360 (P1)
Stewart, J., 3-8 Talcott Forest Rd., Farmington, CT (P1)

DELAWARE
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Haffen, S.P., 34 Georgian Circle, Newark, DE 19711 (CO)

FLORIDA

Alexander, L.L Rt. 8 Box 500, Lutz, FL (PO)
Fazarus, P.J.,

Campus, Miami, FL
Larsen, J.J., Uni

Gainesville, FL (T1)
Mealor, D.J., Univ sity of Central Florida, Orlando, FL

32816 (T1)
Mystic, N., 4524 Jud Court, Orlando, FL 32809 (PO)
Nelson, W.H., Florida atlantic University, Boca Raton, FL

33432 (71)

lorida International Univ., Tamiami
199 ((T1)
ersity of Florida, 1209 Newman Hall,

GEORGIA

Martin, R.A., Georgia Southern College, Statesboro, GA
30460 (TO)

Thomas, P.C., 1821 Morris Landers Dr. Atlanta, GA 30345
(C1)

IDAHO

Schmaljohn, D.L., 1207 Fort St. Boise, ID 83702 (PO)
Spadafore, G., Idaho State University, Pocatello, Idaho

83209 (TO)

ILLINOIS

Aronoff, R., 475 Brafford Circle, Elk Grove Village, IL
60007 (P1)

Bortres, D., P.O. Box 476 S. Holland, IL 60473 (C1)
Bravsam, M., 500 Lake Ave. #5, Woodstock, IL 60098 (Pi)
Davids, J., 6000 Puffer Rd., Downers Grove, IL 60516 (P1)
Horton, A., 2018 E. Vermont, Urbana, IL 61801 (PO)
Joerg, W., 421 County Farm Rd., Wheaton IL 60187 (C1)
Schwartz, N.H., Western Illinois University, Macomb, IL

61455 (T1)
Swerdliic, M.,.428 Degarmo Hall, Illinois State

University, Nor:nal, IL (TO)
Wise, P.S., Dept. of Psych., Western Illinois University,

Macomb, IL 61455 (T1)

INDIANA

Carsopn, D.,
Eugene, F.C.
Houser, D.
%lessee, G.T.

(PO)

McCutchan, J., 207 N. Elkhart St. Wakarusa, IN
Tracy, M.L., Indiana University, 5625 Munst Rd

Bloomington, IN 47401 (T1)
Walker, K., 519 STW, Indiana State University,

Bloomington, IN 47401 (T1)

428 W. North St. Portland, IN 47371 (PO)
R.#3 Box 122, Huntington, IN 46750 (PO)

1501 James Pl. Goshen, IN 46526 (PO)
, 1417 Mesker Park Dr. Evansville, IN 47712

46572 (P1)
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Wenck, S., Dept. of Ed. Psy., Ball State Univ., Muncie,
IN 47306 (T1)

Wyman, F., Ball State Univ., 1103 N. Tyrone Dr., Muncie,
IN 47306 (T1)

IOWA

Andre, T., Dept. of Psy., Iowa State Univ., Ames, IA
50011 (TC1)

Dodson, O.R., P.O. Box 653, Council Bluffs, IA 51502 (P1)
Ehly, S., N275 Lindquist.Center, Iowa City, IA 52242 (P1)
Gabby, S., Box 144, Sac City, IA 50583 (C1)
Grimes, J. 5841 Waterbury Circle Des Moines, IA 50312

(P1)
Hill, D.
Jensen,
Kalitta,
Reschly,

(T1)

Worthing, R., 806 11th St., Eldora IA 50627 (C1)

, 5024 Willow Dr., Des Moines, IA (CO)
B., Box M, Clear Lake, IA 50428 (C1)
C., 206 N. Federal #208, Mason City, IA (C1)
D., Psy. Dept., Iowa State Univ., Ames, IA 50011

KANSAS

Hartshorne, T., WitchitA State Univ., Box 123, Witchita,
KS 67208 (T1)

Karr, S., Psy.
66801 (T1)

Paige, 1., Box
Steige, R., Pi

(TO)

Rumford, H.P.
(TO)

KENTUCKY

Barclay, J.
(C1)

DeMers S
Lexington, KY

Illback, R.
Mason, E.,

(C1)

LOUISIANA

Dept., Emporia State Univ., Emporia, KS

63, RR 2, Rush Center, KS 67575 (C1)
ttsburg State Univ., Pittsburg, KS 66762

Pittsburg State Univ., Pittsburg, KS 66762

R., 1672 Linstead Dr., Lexington, KY 40504

Univ. of Kentucky, 251 Dickey Hall,
40506 (T1)
, Psy. Dept., EKU, Richmond, KY 40475 (T1)
2042 Williamsburg Rd., Lexington, KY 40504

Hansche, J., Psy. Dept., Tulane Univ., New Orleans, LA
(C1)

Ray, S., P.O. Box 5003, Natchitaches, LA 71457 (C1)

MAINE

Janus, N., 109 Amherst Rd., Pelham, MA (T1)

MARYLAND

Knotts, S., 411 Campus Ave., Chestertown, MD 21620 (CO)

Li
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Levi, H., 7410 Kathydale Rd., Pikesville, MD 21208 (PO)
Pumroy, D., College of Ed., Univ. of Maryland, College

Park, MD 30742 (TO)

MICHIGAN

Alessi, G., Dept. of Psy., Western Michigan Univ.,
Kalamazoo, MI 49008 (T1)

Abramson, D., 13380 Woodsvale, Oak Park, MI 48237 (C1)
Bradley-Johnson, Central Michigan University, 229 Sloan

Hall, Mt. Pleasant, MI 48859 (T1)
Bricker, A.J., 2577 Bunker Hill, Ann Arbor, MI 48105 (PO)
Hollander, L., 14630 Talbot, Oak Park, MI 48237 (PO)
Molter, H.M., 185 W. Pineview Dr., Saginaw, MI 48603 (C1)

MINNESOTA

McGrew, K.
Raduns, P.

Cloud, MN 56301
Thacker, D.,

(P1)
Townsend', R.

(T1)
Rice, P.L.,

MN. 56560 (T1)

MONTANA

1.15 24th Ave. S., St. Cloud, MN 56301 (C1)
4th Ave. & 2nd St. S., Central School, St.
(C1)
700 Hiawatha Ave., Vadnais Heights, MN 55110

B., Moorhead State Univ., Moorhead, MN. 56560

Psy. Dept., Moorhead State Univ., Moorhead,

Brown, C., 305 Cedar, Lewistown, MT 59457 (C1)
Carlson, M., 1707 8th Ave., Kalispell, MT 54901 (PO)
Pratt, P., 215 7th Ave. So., Lewistown, MT 59457 (C1)
Smith, S., 522 N. Center, Hardin, MT 59034 (C1)
Wright, R.A., 104 13th Ave. So., Lewistown, MT 59957 (C1)

NEBRASKA

Carlson, L.
Gutkin, T.,

Hall, Lincoln,
Heflebower,

(P1)
Schwarting,

NEW JERSEY

, 3355 Dudley, Lincoln, NE 68503 (P1)
Univ. of Nebraska-Lincoln, 130 Bancroft
NE 68588 (T1)
L., 512 North 12th Ave., Broken Bow, NE 68822

G., 1711 S. 36th, Omaha, NE 68105 (P1)

Baker, C., 209 Prospect St., East Orange, NJ 07017 (P1)
Brody, M., Middle School, HighLand Park, NJ 08904 (C1)
Gordon, M., Special Services, Sharp School, Comley &

McGilldres, Colleryswoad, NJ (PO)
Hartman, B., School of Ed. Seton Hall Univ., South

Orange, NJ 07079 (T1)
Lee, S., School of Ed,, Satan Hall Univ., South Orange,

NJ 07079 (T1)
Heckelman, S.B., 24 Gage Rd., E. Brunswick, NJ 08816 (PO)
Vicari, A., 26 W. Lagoon Dr., Brick, NJ (PO)
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NEW YORK

Barbane, L., Brouklyn College, Brooklyn, NY 11210 (T1)
Bayer, D., Canisius College, Buffalo, NY 14208 (P1)
Bookman, M., 149-23 81st Street, Howard Beach, NY 11414

(PO)

Butterworth, N., 3 Bayberry Lane, Smithtown, NY 11787
(PO)

Corrigan, S., 50 Amana Place, West Seneca, NY 14224 (PO)
Gottlieb, S., Dellwood Lane, Ardsley, NY 10502,(T1)
Joyce, A., 43 Maple Rd., Voorheesville, NY 12186\(P1)
Kaufman, J., 55 5th Ave., NY 10003 (TO)
Koutnik, G:, RD 1, Box 29, Worcester, NY 12197 (PO)
Rousenfield, S., Fordham Univ. at Lincoln Center, New

York, NY 10023 (TO)
Cancelli, A., Sch. Psy. Program, Fordham University at

Lincoln Center, New York, NY 10023 (T1)

NORTH CAROLINA

Boineau, B., Box 2246, Durham,
Bolen, L., Dept. of Psy., East

Greenville, NC 27834 (T1)
Bowen, C., Psy. Dept., Western

NC 28723 (TO)
Capehart, C.D., 227 Williams St., Roanoke Rapids, NC

27870 (PO)
Keith, T.Z., Dept. of Educ., Duke Univ., Durham, NC 27708

(T1)

Nielsen, L., 1250 Cambridge St., Gastonia, NC 28052 (P1)

NC 27702 (PO)
Carolina Univ.,

Carolina Univ., Cullowhee,

NORTH DAKOTA

Clark, N., 205 Pro+. Bldg., 100 S. 4th St., Fargo, ND
58103 (P1)

OHIO

Adremescee,
Boshian, A.
English, J.
Kennedy, K.

(P1)

Listen, J.,
Smith, K.,
Swenzy, L.,
Thomas, A.,

OKLAHOMA

C., 571 Sheridan Ave., Columbus, OH (CO)
, 6355 Huntington Dr., Solon, OH 44139 (PO)
1940 Seaford, Ct., Columbus, OH 43220 (C1)

, 4649 Olentangy Blvd., Columbus, OH 43214

751 Olde Settler Pl., Columbus, OH 43211 tC1)
609 Harly Dr. #8, Columbus, OH 43202 (PO)
8300 Baker Rd., Stuntsville, OH 43154 (CO)
4107 Barclay Dr., Port Clinton, OH 43452 (P1)

Wentz, R.A., Educ. & Couns. Psy., 308 ECH, College of
Ed., Univ. o4 Oklahoma, Norman, OK 73069 (11)

OREGON
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Bowater, P., 776 N.E. Jackson, Roseburg, OR 97470 (C1)
McCullough, S., DCEP College of Educ., Univ. of Oregon,

Eugene, OR 97403 (T1)
PENNSYLVANIA

Bowman, D./ RD 3 Box 27, Nifflinburg, PA 17844 (P1)
French, J., Pennsylvania State University, University

Park, PA (T1)
Gartner, R.F., 4 Harvey Lane, Chadds 7ord, PA 19317 (C0)
Hale, R. L. 138 Cedar, Pennsylvania State University,

University Park, PA (T1)

,Hoopes, J.., Dept. of Educ. & Child Dev., Bryn Mawr
'College, Bryn Mawr, PA 19010 (T1)

McDeGmott, P., Grad. Sch. Ed., University of
Pennsylvania, 3700 Walnut St., Philadelphia, PA 19104 (T1)

Pearson, E., Marywood College, Scranton, PA 18509 (T1)

SOUTH CAROLINA

Hollon, T.N.
(p1)

Johnson; R.
29730 (T1)

Klein, K.M.,
(P0)

Reeves, J.,
(C1)

, 1493 Ezell Blvd., Spartanburg, SC 29301

Psy. Dept., Winthrop College, Rock Hill, SC

505 Seville Apts., Spartanburg, SC 29302

1493 W.D. Ezell Blvd., Spartanburg, SC 29301

SOUTH DAKOTA

.Williams, T., 117 W. Clark, Vermillion, SD (C1)

TENNESSEE

Alcorn, M., 595 Hicks Rd., #156, Nashville, TN 37221 (P1)
Fagan, T., Psy. Dept., Memphis State Univ., Memphis, TN

38152 (TO)
Helton, G., Psy. Dept., Univ. of Tennessee at Chattanuga,

Chattanooga, TN 37401 (T1)
Matta, G., 114 Cloverdale Ct., Hendersonville, TN 37025

(P0)

Rust/ J., RT 1 Box 15, Readyville, TN 37149 (71)

TEXAS

Migliore, E., 13415 LaVista Dr., San Antonio, TX 78216
(P1)

UTAH

Brassard, M., 130 So. 1300E #708, SLC, UT 84102 (P1)
Janus, R.C., 3285 E. Danforth Dr., SLC, UT 84121 (C1)
Hollsciaw, M., 3197 Kenwood St., SLC, UT 84106 (P1)

VIRGINIA

54
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Abel, J., 16 Teakwood Dr., Newport. News,
Damiani, V.B. 1713 Delaney St., Virginia

(PO)

Paskewicz, C.W., Psy., West Virginia Call
Studies, Institute, WV 25112 (T1)

Reeve, R., School of Educ., Ruffner Hall,
Charlottesville, VA 22903 (TO)

WASHINGTON

VA 23601 (P1)
Beach, VA 23464

ege of Grad.

405 Emmett St.,

Cashion, M., Rt. 4 Box 272, Walla Walla, WA 99362 (PO)
Condit, C., Central Washington Univ., Ellensbu,-g, WA

98926 (T1)
Durday, C., 2112 NE Ivy Rd., Bremerton, WA (PO)
Heath, C.S., 8540 Mill Bight Rd. N.F., Olympia, WA 98506

(C1)

Kelly, G., 2607 W. Walnut, Yakima, WA 98902 (PO)
Maret, E., 10210 S.E.10th, Bellevue, WA 98004 (C1)
Pagkus, J.G., 1606 7th St. S.E. Puyallup, WA (C1)
Pielstick, N.L., Psy. Dept.,,Western Washington

University, Bellingham/ WA 98225 (TO)

WEST VIRGINIA

Wilson, R.A., 160 Oakmont Dr., Poca, WV 25159 (C1)

WISCONSIN

Route 3 620 Hill St., Baraboo, WI 53913 (C1)
Casper, J., Rt. 1 Box 488, Brooklyn, WI 53521 (C1)
Cochrane, D., 615 14th Ave.N., Onalaska, WI (PO)
Jenson, Gust, Univ. of Wisconsin-Stout, Menomonie, WI

54751 (TO)
Moore, E.R., 830 Va. Ave., Sheboygan, WI 53081 (PO)
Neumeyer, J.E., 509 Westmorland Blvd. Madison, WI 53711

(P1)

Reynolds, W., Univ. of Wisconsin, Madison, WI 53706 (11)

CANADA

Black, R., 322 6 Ave. S.E., Calgary, Alberta Canada, T2G
456 (TC1)

GUAM

Hines, D.P., P.O. Box 7080 R., Tamuning, Guam 96911 (PO)



APPENDIX E

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRACTITIONERS

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TRAINERS



NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION
OF
SCHOOL
PSYCHOLOGISTS

December 1981

Page 50

Dear School Psychologist:

The attached survey instrument concerned with computer applications in the
field of school psychology is part of a nationwide study being sponsored
by the NASP, National Association of School Psychologists Assistance to the
States Committee. This project is concerned specifically with determining
the current "State of the Art" of computer applications in school psychology.
The results of this study will help to:

1. determine the current extent and nature of computer technology
in both field practite and trajning programs;

2. identify future needs; and
3. establish a link and opportunity to share information among

interested field practitioners and trainers.

We are particularly interested in obtaining your responses because it is
critical that we receive a large and representative sample of school
psychologists in order to make this study optimally useful to the field.
The enclosed instrument has been tested with.a-sampling -of school
psychologists, and we have revised it in order to make it possible for
us to obtain all necessary data while requiring a minimum of your time.
The average time required for school psychologists filling out this survey
instrument was 10 minutes.

It will be appreciated if you will complete the enclosed form prior to
January 15, 1982, and return it in the stamped, self=addressed envelope
enclosed. Other phases of this research cannot be carried out until we
complete analysis of the survey data. We would welcome any comments you
may have concerning any aspect of computer applications in school psychology
not covered in the instrument. We will be pleased to send you a summary of
the survey results if you desire. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

/)
L. cu. )741 dif.-6(e.r.-6e

C. Sue McCullough, Ed.D.

EXECUTIVE MANAGERS

Convention Professional Relations Membership& Fiscal GartumumeSemmtsSharon Petty Jae LaPpeluoto MicksolOwin MwySLCIer71147 Pah Me 111010 Imin ... ne. 4 ft .



Page 51

-1- December, 1981

COMPUTER APPLICATIONS IN SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY:
A SURVEY OF FIELD PRACTITIONERS

Name Employer

Address Degree/Year Completed MA MS

Ed.D. Ph.D.

Phone (Work) Position

Phone (Home) Student Population of Service Area

(If you prefer to have your name and address not included on a list of school
psychology computer users, please check here ).

1. What is your opinion about the increasing use of computers in school psychology?
Rate yourself on the following scale by circling the appropriate number:

1 2 3 4

Threat to School Psychology Profession-
May eliminate Jobs

Enhances School Psychology Profession-
Increases efficiency and potential
for effective performance

2. Do you have access to a computer system? ( Yes No) If yes, list type,

model, and location:

If more than one, which system is most accessible to you?

If no, proceed to question #5 and answer questions 5 through 11.

3. If you answered yes to question #2, indicate how long you have been using the
computer in your practice.

Not yet used 6 months to 1 year

1 to 6 months Over 1 year ( Years)

4. Indicate whether the use of the computer and associated software in your daily
practice is:

Required Encouraged Optional Discouraged

S. Have you received instruction in computer technology? Yes No

If yes, please indicate where and briefly explain:
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6. Rate yourself according to the following scale. Check all those that apply.

Novice: No experience with computer technology but I am interested in
acquiring computer literacy skills ( Yes No) and/or basic programming
skills ( Yes No).

Beginning Consumer: Have experience with relatively simple programs, e.g.,
games, course examinations.

Intermediate Consumer: Have experience with more moderately difficult
programs, e.g., word processor, computer assisted instruction.

Advanced Consumer: Have experience with more complex programs, e.g.,
statistical packages (SPSS, Biored).

Beginning Programmer: Have written at least one simple program, e.g., as
part of course/workshop requirement.

Intermediate.Programmer: Have independently written at least one moderately
difficult program, e.g., computer assisted instruction, personal use.

Advanced Programmer: Have written or modified at least one complex program,
e.g., simulations, statistical analysis, data management.

7. Would you want to attend a workshop at the NASP Convention ( Yes No) or a
regional location ( Yes No) to acquire computer skiliiiiid/or knowledge of
computer applicatioWifiT scROTpsychology?

B. Would you want to participate in an informational and program (software) sharing
system with other school psychologists? Yes No

9. DO you belong to, or know of, a school psychology computer users group at your
local and/or state level? Yes No If yas, please give names and
addresses of contact indivialairs):

10. Please list any other comments or recommendations you have regarding the use of
computers among school psychologists:

11. If you are not using a computer, please indicate in column 7 on the attached chart
which applications you believe would be most usefUT 17-51i school psychology
profession by. rank ordering your choices from 1-10 (with 1 being most useful).

12. If you are using, a computer in your practice, please fill out the attached chart.
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13. a. In column 1 below is a listing of possible school psychology applications

of computer technology (see reverse side for description of terms);

b. In column 2 check those IpTilTiiiTris you currently use as paFfig your

professional practice;
c. In column 3 list the software name; and a brief description;

d. In column 4 list the developer and/or distributor, including addresses, if

known;

e. In column 5 list the current purchase price, if known;

f. In column 6 rate the software using the following criteria:
Excellent: Easy to use without modification, good documentation.

Good: Requires some training and practice to master, may need

modification.
Fair: Lacks good documentation, more difficult to use, expensive.

Poor: Not recommended for school psychologist applications, outdated.

g. In column 7 rank order the software from most useful to school psychological

practice to least useful (with 1 being most useful).

1

APPLICATION

2 3

SOFTWARE NAME
4-

DEVELOPER/DISTRIBUTO

5

COST

6

RATING

7

RANK ORDER/
COPMENTSIIIP

Test:

Administration

Scoring

Analysis

Report Writing

ill

Data Management:

Interventions

Inventory

Other:

Intervention
Strategy:

Behavioral

Instructional

Research
Statistics

Other:

Ill
IITime Management

Other:

Gi



Page 54

-4-

DefiniLions of terms

I. Assessment

A. Test Administration - using computers to administer tests, usually
forced choice items.

B. Test Scoring - input raw scores receive output of standard scores,
grade equivalents, etc.; may be on tape or disc, or purchased on a
per test basis from distributor.

C. Test Analysis - sometimes accompanies test scoring output; analyzes data
according to set criteria or interpretive model.

II. Report Writing

A. Software specifically developed to facilitate.psychological report
writing, e.g. programmed text with options from which to choose to
personalize report.

B. Use of word processor or text editor software to write and edit text.

III. Data Management

A. Interventions - software designed to organize, store and retrieve behavioral
intervention data, making accountability for effectiveness of interventions
possible, as well as increasing record keeping efficiency.

B. Inventory - software for purchasing, budgeting and ordering required
assessment materials.

C. Other - assessment data record keeping, retest reminders, central files,
IEP records, etc.

IV. Intervention Strategy

A. Behavioral - using microcomputers as part of contingency management
procedures, e.g. to change inappropriate behavior, for motivational purposes,
psychological programming, self-lconcept games, ete.

B. Instructipnal - recommending Computer-assisted instruction (CAI) software
as an instructional intervention, e.g. math exercises, quizzes, social
studies units, simulated science experiments, etc.

V. Research

A. Statistics - software programmed to compute various statistical analyses
on input data, e.g. correlation, ANAVAR, Multiple Regression, etc.

B. Other - using the computer for research, e.g. software development and
testing, simulations, CAI vs traditional techriques, etc.

VI. Time Management

A. Assessment of school psychologist's activities for budgetary and planning
purposes.

B. Assessment of teacher or pupil activities as part of consultation and
intervention processes.

VII. Other

A. Simulations or practice programs for training or continuing professional
development.

B. Systems evaluation
C. Be creative!



Page 55

-1- December, 1981

COMPUTER APPLICATIONS IN SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY:
A SURVEY OF TRAINERS

Name Position

Address Training Institution

Phone (Work) Number of Masters Students

Phone (Home) Number of Doctoral Students

(If you prefer to have your name, address and program not included on the list
of interested school psychology computer users, please check here ).

1. What is your opinion of the increasing use of computers in professional practice
or in ne training of school psychologists? Rate yourself on the following scale

by circling the appropriate number.

1 2 3 4

Threat to School Psychology Profession- Enhances School Psycology Profession-

May eliminate jobs Increases efficiency and potential
for effective performance

2. Do you or your program personnel have access to a computer system? ( Yes No)

If yen., list type, model and location:

If more than one, which system is most accessible to you?

If no, proceed to question #6 and answer questions 6 through 12.

3. How long have you been using a computer system(s) in your training program?

Not yet used 1 to 6 months 6 months to 1 year

Over 1 year ( Years)

4. Are students being trained to use applied school psychology software, such as test
scoring and analysis, or data management programs?

Yes No If yes, is the training:

required as part of course requirements?

highly recommended through electives?

optional through electives?

optional through state or regional workshops?

5. Are computers being used as instructional aides in graduate courses, such as, for
examinations, or repeated practice on assigned tasks?

Yes No Lf yes, please complete the information below.

A. Course Name B. Purpose/Use C. Software Name D. Developer or Distributor
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6. Rate yourselt accordinq to the following scale. Check all those that apply.

Novice: No experience with computer technology but I am interested in
acquiring computer literacy skills Yes No) and/or basic programming
skills ( Yes No).

Beginning Consumer: Have experience with relatively simple programs, e.g.,
games, course examinations.

Intermediate Consumer: Have experience with Mere moderately difficult
programs, e.g., word processor, computer assisted instruction.

Advanced Consumer: Have experience with more coimplex programs, e.g.,
--Statistical packages (SPSS, Biohed).

Beginning Programmer: Have written at least one simple program, e.g., as
part,of course/workshop requirement.

Intermediate Programmer: Have independently written at least one moderately
difficult program, e.g., computer assisted instruction, personal use.

Advanced Programmer: Have written or modified at least one complex program,
e.g., simulations, statistical analysis, data management.

7. Would you attend a workshop at the HASP Convention or a regional workshop to acquire
knowledge of school psychology computer applications? Yes No

8. Do you belong to, or know of, a school psychology computer users group at your local
and/or state level? Yes No If yes, please give names and addresses of
contact individual(01.

9. Would you participate in an informational and program (software) sharing system with
other training programs? Yes No

10. Have you received instruction in computer technology? Yes No If yes,
please indicate where, and briefly explain:

11. Please list any other comments or recommendations you have regarding the application
of computer technology in the school psychology profession.

12. if you DO NOT have access to computers, or DO NOT train your students in computer
technology, please indicate in Column 7 on TH'e attached chart which applications
you believe would be most usPUTTTEhe saFOTICTETEgy profession by. rank
oraerinq your choices from 1-10 (with 1 being most useful).

13. if you DO have access to a computer, please fill out the attached chart.

f:;
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14. a. In column 1 is a listing of possible school psychology applications of
computer technology (see reverse s'le for description of terms);b. In column 2, check those iii5TratTiins

on which your sfUgents are being trained;
c. In column 3, list the software name and a brief description;
d. In column 4, list the developer and/or

distributor, including addresses, if
known;

e. In column 5, list the current purchase price, if known:
f. In column 6, rate the software using the following criteria:

Excellent: Easy to use without modification, good documentation.
Good: Requires some training and practice to master, may need

modification.
Fair: Lacks good documentation, more difficult to use, expensive.
Poor: Not recommended for school psychologist applications, outdated.g. In column 7, rank order the software from most useful to school psychological

practice to least useful (with 1 being most useful).

1

APPLICATION
2- 3

SOFTWARE NAME
A

DEVELOPER/DISTRIBUTOR
5

COST

6

RATING
/

RANK ORDER/
COMMENTSE (

FtP

Test:

Administration

Scoring

Analysis

Report Writing:

Psychological
Report

Word Processor

Data Management:

Interventions

Inventory

Other:

Research:

Statistics

Other:

Intervention
Strategy:

Behavioral

Instructional

Time Management

Other:
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Definitions of terms

I. Assessment

A. Test Administration - using computers to administer tests, usually
forced choice items.

B. Test Scoring - input raw scores receive output of standard scores,
grade equivalents, etc.; may be on tape or disc, or purchased on a
per test basis from distributor.

C. Test Analysis - sometimes accompanies test scoring output; analyzes data
according to set criteria or interpretive model.

II. Report Writing

A. Software specifically developed to facilitate psychological report
writing, e.g. programmed text with options from which to choose to
personalize report.

B. Use of word processor or text editor software to write and edit text.

III. Data Management

A. Interventions - software designed to organize, store and retrieve behavioral
intervention data, making accountability for effectiveness of interventions
possible, as well as increasing record keeping efficiency.

B. Inventory - software for purchasing, budgeting and ordering required
assessment materials.

C. Other - assessment data record keeping, retest reminders, central files,
IEP records, etc.

IV. Intervention Strategy

A. Behavioral - using microcomputers as part of contingency management
procedures, e.g. to change inappropriate behavior, for motivational purposes,
psychological programming, self-concept games, etc.

B. Instructional - recommending computer-assisted instruction (CAI) software
as an instructional intervention, e.g. math exercises, quizzes, social
studies units, simulated science experiments, etc.

V. Research

A. Statistics - software programmed to compute various statistical analyses
on input data, e.g. correlation, ANAVAR, Multiple Regression, etc.

B. Other - using the computer for research, e.g. software development and
testing, simulations, CAI vs traditional techniques, etc.

VI. Time Management

A. Assessment of school psychOlogist's activities for budgetary and planning
purposes.

B. Assessment of teacher or pupil activities as part of consultation and
intervention processes.

VII. Other

A. Simulations or practice programs for training or continuing professional
development.

B. Systems evaluation
C. Be creative!



Chairpersans:

NASP

ASSISTANCE TO STATES COMMITTEE

Jeff Grimes
Division of Special Education
Iowa Department of Public Instruction

Grimes State Office Building

Des Moines, Iowa. 50319

Office: (515) 281-3176

Rome: (515) 255-5670

Caamittee Purposes:

Richard Grubb
Allegheny Intermediate Unit
Suite 1300 - 2 Allegheny Center
Pittsburgh, PennSylvania 15212

Office: (412) 323-5796 .

Home: (412) 795-5726

A. Assess service and information needs of State Associations.,

B. Respond to these:needs and needs as reflected in requests from

states by:

1. Forwarding a-request for assistance to appropriate

NASP officers, Executive Managers or committees or

2. Developing projects to speak directly to identified

state needs.

The emphaSis will be on-developing simple, smooth, efficient, and

effective NASP assistance in meeting state needs.

C. Convey infortatienfrom NASP to states on NASP materials and

services.

D. Convey information,from states to NASP on state associations

services and materials.

E. Periodically inform the NASP Executive Board regarding activity

in the above areas.


